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T Dur1ngkthg71970 s, many experts studied educational 1nnovat1on and v B
-~ change. ~Jhe studies have become. so voluminous that some stocktaking
~ is needed to increage understanding of maJor findings about the ’
: 1mprovement of edugatiofal practice. A pioneering effort of this
kind. is 'A Synthesis of Findings Across Five Recent Studies of Educa-
tional.Dissemination and Change by Jghn A. Emrick and Susaﬁ‘M
Peterson (far West Laboratory, 1978) .

BaSed on the experience with that effort, a working group of six

prominent. scholars was recruited in 1979 to undertake & broader

synthesis that could be used to develop a research agenda for school
improvement. By the end of 1979, the six contributors to this knowl- \\\1l§
edge synthesis effort ha\xgﬁveloped and exchanged drafts of their.

papers; each was subsequent y revised during 1980. The six papexs are:

. House, Ernest. Three,Per;pectives on innovation--The
Technological, the Political, and the Cultural.

, " Miles, Matthew. Generic Properties of Séhob]s in Context:
The Backdrop for Knowledge Ut111zat10n—and\"$choo] Improve-

‘ : ment.” Vo -
- S1eber Sam. Incent1ves\gnd D1s1nceht;ves for Knowledge 4
Utilization in Public Education. ’
,/ ' Berman, Paul. Toward an Implementation Paradigm of Educa- " " .
’ tiona)] Change. ~ . . ¥
"Louis, Karen Seashore. The.Role of External Agents in ? ¢ el
Knowledge Utilization, Problem Solving, and Implementation y '

of New Programs on Local School Contents.

Fullan, Michael. The Ro]e-6F\Human»Agents-Interna] to
School Districts in Knowledge Utilization.

Sage Publications, recognizing the 1mportance of this collection of
papers, has published a revised version under the title Improving

Schools: Using What We Know (Rolf Lehm1ng and M1chae1 Kane, eds., -
Sage Pub11cat1ons, 1981). ’ .

Rea11z1ng that the papers had been written by researchers, and that
they were @ddressed primarily to researchers, the Educatiomal Dissemina- .
tiqn Studies Program (EDSP) staff proposed the development .of. a shorter =
\ ) document to summarize key ideas that might be specially 1nterest1ng or-—-
. - useful to those engiged ,in dissemination activities. .

) - X
»

The authors'gave théir permission for EDSP staff to send review copies,
of the papers }o various educators for comment and critique. More

"0‘ {Q

9 ~
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than'a score of pefsons, including school adm1n1strators teachers,
’d1ssem1nators, state education agency consultants, educational labora-
’ tory staff, and a localsschool board member, rev1ewed the papers,
Among the d1verse comments offered by these reviewers, there was
some consensus that the papers might be highly useful to researchers

——and-—seholars;—but it-seemeduntiketythat many “practitioners would"
find the time, or.have the patience,»to deal with so much scholarly
jargon and techn1ca1 larguage. A number of reviewers were frustrated
-ape bored by the papers; aill the while feeling that they conta1ned
many interesting ideas which could be be usefu] 1f pFesented in a-
different form. Several reviewers suggested that a more popu]ar revi-

__sion bewritten to.highlight a few of- the most useful eoncepts in each’
paper; without trying to summarize all thé many ideas presented. The,

- " pattern of responses a]soJmadé it*evident that=disseminators were

likely to be ‘the primary ‘audience for the publication, although
others in education might also find the contents interesting. CoT

This, Gu1de for Educators represents an EDSP.staff attempt to follow %

our reviewers' advice, The Guide focuses on _three threads running
* through_the s1x synthes1s papers: -

o Three perspectives on educational innovation: the technological,
political, and culturah perspectives., °’ '
S B .

"0 ~The dynamics of educational change: the common properties of
schools; dilemmas faced by schools; the rewards and cqsts of

educational:change; moving away from a technological mipdset;

o The role of outsiders,and insiders in the schoo] change process:
) externar change agenf%, 1nternal change agents.

" These three- themes extract only some of Me ideas cons1dered most

pertinent and interesting by our panel of reviewers. There is much,
- Mmuch more in Improving: Schools:  Using What' We Know. The Guide-~for
‘Educators Has been developed and published with two hopes: first),
that a much broader- audience of disseminators and other educator51
will become, acquainted.with some of the knowledge found in- Improving”
Schools: - Us1ng What We Know; and, second, that some readers of the
Guide for Educatqrs will be prompted to read the full publication,

s to learn- more about What they read in the Guide, and also to discover

aw alth of interesting ,and perhaps useful information that,the Guide
o, ted‘1n se]ect1ve1y h1gh11ght1ng the synthesis authors' 1deas.

N
* )

' paul D.Hood ~ .- (
> Director, Educationdl DJssem1nation Stud1es Program

Far West Laboratbny “for Educat10na1 Research apd Deve]opment
&
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INTRODUCTION

- )

i ’,‘ . - s \‘ -
e FrequentTy educaf‘rs comment thay although they hear‘about‘research—gg- -
on all phases of the educational process, rarely are they told how
research findings ‘can help them 1mprove their performance effective- .
ness. . Putting reseafch into practice‘is difficult because researchers
. and practitioners ask different questions, pursue different dnterests,,
. and use different cr1ter1a for evaluating the relevance or wsefulness
. of 1nformat1on. Moreover, researchers tend to wr1te in a style that
communicates effectively with other researchems, but that does not
often communicate effectively w1th educators who work in local or
- .state educat1on agencies.

. - .
This Guide for Educator's dttempts to’ br1dqe the commun1cat1on gap
between research and practice’ related to educational change and school
improvement. It has been’ .especially written for dissemination profes-
siomals and other educators who are concerned about school improvement
+  efforts. We began with six syntheses of research that explored .alter-
t/ native viewpoints on innovation, diiemmas faced by schools, organiza-
tiomal change, processes, incentiwes and disincentives for innovation,
and thé‘rolte of internal.and external change agents.. We then sum-
marized informatien in each syrthesis paper that revigwers had iden-
t1f1ed as being the most interestingor useful to "pr&iﬁ1t1oners."

.

Ip1s pub11cat1on h1gh11ghts some of the current thinking in the domains
‘of educat1ona1 innovation and organizational change. To do justice to
such a broad top1c, a variety of viewpoints must:be used. The guide T
goes about th1s in the following ways:

- . Sect1on I acknow]edges that the ana]ys1s of educational innovation
’ can make use of a number of perspectives. Many factors contribute
to how innovation in a 'school building or district is viewed or / .
*stimulated. The way we understand and discuss change processes‘is .
* . +,* influenced by ‘our predisposditions to perceive the world in certain -
N . .+ ., 'ways. Three different perspectives are explored--the technologicdl,
e the political, and the cultural--so as to empha51ze how their assump=
{1ons'and 1mp11cat1ons vast]y diffepr. . ”
. 1 13 L 4
F’ e Section II switches to aimore specific d1scu551on of school buildings
" “and districts. Elementary-and Segondary schqols.in the United
.States have common character1st1‘“' such as vague goals, vulnerabil-
. . ity to the cowmun1ty, and a weakglpstructional technoloqy. IR addi- X )
tion, schogls”face numérous dilemMas caused by forces that’'pull them ‘
in opposite directions. Four of these dilemmas ati/551ef1y described

L

and discussed.

« There are rewards and costs implicit. in educatignal change of any

sort. Few innovations result entirely in benefits; few pose no .
. 1mp1ementataon difficutties. Efforts to change entail incentives L e,
> and dis¥hcentives for-those who will be involved in the ne program
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or process. An overview of the mot1vatlona1 aspects of innova-:.

vation is presented in this section. /,
N / [ v

The final discussion® in Section.II is reminiscent’ of the earlier

presentation of three perspectives on innovation. It-points up.

‘7 *
2

- — —~flaws in the technotogical mindset that-encourages peopte—to
think of innovation as something that is placed, unaltered, in

, " the classroom. In fact, educational change usually results from
"mutual addptation" of both the innovation and the setting into

- which it is introduced: In other- words, modifications are made
- in, the néw program or technology to Help it conform to the local
' "' situation, and changes are made in schoo] activities to try to-
accommodate the innovation. .

) F1na]]y, Section III takes a look at ' ih!iders and "outsiders"
who encourage and nurture innovation for school improvement.
Although this distinction is often artificial, it is easier to
consider separately'the roles of people who work for the school
district and-of those who are employed elsewhere but prov1de .
services to the district. THese individuals aré often called
change agents, because they are the cata]ysts and provide con-
tinuous motivation for schools to decide first to innovate and
them to implement necessary changes.

; . AN

This introduction intentiona]]y'gives little more than just a
f]eet1ng glimpse of the ideas presented here. It provides an advance
organizer to make it easy to fit.eech piece into place while exp]or-
ing the publicatiof. .

) .

®

< Our purpose *is not to create another comprehens1ve review of research

%or educators, rather, we want to pique interest and suggest new’

enses -for " viewing and understanding the factors that influence
school improvement. No prescriptions aref1nc1uded here. There-are
no step-by-step strategies for improving ‘schools or successfully
implementing.an innovation. Such prescr1pt1ons usually Tack the
necessary flexibility and responsiveness to dynamics in each local
setting; after aT] the range of precipitating ®events may include
anything from an 1ncreased emphasis on basic skills to angry con-

* fldict among commun1ty groups over school c]os1ngs.

Here, then, is’a co]]ect1on of 1deas, 1ns1ghts, perspect1ves, and o

v understand1ngs conterning school improvement efforts that can be )
applied‘*to help make.sense of the multitude of-.daily situations.
Viewed in this way, the guide should prove both he]pfu] and -
enlightening. . ¥

£y
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- THREE PERSPECTIVES ON, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION

, - .o - P
-’ - - -~ — :

).

\J

-
.

) , Reople make sense of whHat happens S5n their lives b

L)
)

1 ) oL ' .
’ K . Introdchjon‘f “ * -

~

RN [y

using a repertoire
of assumptions they have ‘gathered over the years frem farmal .education
cand infdrmal exper1ence. Educators use a var1ety off beliefs and view- ,
points to understand how events occurring in.schools énd. communities .

fit together coherently. These global perspect' €s are not all appro- .
priate all the time. Rather, their appropr ness is determinep by '

the context and situation in question:X ’

“

This sect1on describes the lenses Ernest Hpuse presents in his paper

called "Three Perspectives on Innovation--The Technological,

the

Politdcal, and the Cu]tura]."

Each perspective demonstrates the

‘orientations and assumptions that varicus people may have about the
change process in 'schools. Some will pjbbab]y discover that they use
one perspective a great deal more frequently than "the othér two.
Some may also think. of occasions' in the past-when they applied one
perspective to make sense of something that would*have been better

. understood through another lens.. The three perspectives might also
- enable educators to anticipate future situations im light of fresh

_ Junderstandings of past and present events.

L 4

These~§erspectives are not devices used‘at will.

~

Rather, they are

tacit assumptions' about how the.world works.

People are not fully

aware that they are using one perspective or apother.

Rarely do they

say, "In this situation I’m going to-put op my political lens because,
it .seems most appropriate.” Even though that may be precisely what
they are do1ng 1mp11c1t1y, they usually do not recognize it. .

Each perspect1ve has a differeént set of assumptions and emphasizes a
“different aspect of the change process. To illustrate how the- three -
perspectives lead to van¥1ng answers to the. same quest1on "two examples

are prov1ded

Quest1on #1 .

v

\

==

=

«

'
v

, .Hhat dQ we need to.know about the proposed 1nstFuct1ona1 1nnovat1on

~

before we decide to try it out in our school?

Answers . . ~
e JechnoTogical perspective: We need to know thet the materials
have been tested and shown to increase student achievement.
: ;‘0'9 N [N
: f . g ¥ v )
- .
[ N d _10‘, '




‘e Political perspective: If we could fligure out a way to keep'fﬁé~ ‘

e Cultural perspective: If we‘could reorgénize the schools so that

—~ - . ’

/.
e Political perspective: We need to know whethér or not<the existing
"‘curricuTum committees-will still be in operation and to.what extent
. their influence may be eroded by the innovatiop. .

>~
7

"o Cultural perspec%ive:‘ We need to know whether or not students and

- —teachers 1ike-the new materials enough.to agree that the change ‘s
worthwhile. - . . LB . S

Question #2: - s ~o .

- . -

: . L . S
What should we do next year to reduce problems caused by declining
enrolImént and the funding crunch? g : .
\ . N -

Answers: ° l . ‘ .
e Technological péfgpective: If we instituted a new system using.

management by objectives and zero-based budgeting, we would'be
able to avoid many of the problems in the:first place. . :

LY

-~

A

teacher's union from demanding a large pay increase and to reduce s
administrative overhead in the central office without causing a
major upheaval from both camps, the problem would be alleviated.

-

they were more open to the commuity and all its untapped resources, .
_ we would be able to serve our students without overloading our
teachfrs or our'budget. . . e N '

- Each perspective will be briefly descrihed here;' Taken together, the ’

perspectives should help .introduce new ways of understanding the
.act¥ons of those who participate in educational change’and school im-

provement, . - N

- .
‘. Tl I'S \ &
v ~ *

The Technological PeFSpective

—_ v

Becauseptechnology dominates much of Amerjcan culture, it greatly
influences how people perceive educational innovation. The technol-~
agital perspective emphasizes' the development of new "things." People
assume that~if the products used by teachers are improved, instruc-
tion and learning will "also-improve. Not only is teaching itself -
considered to be primarily a technology, but the social and interper-
sonal h§pects of teaching are often viewed mechanistically. -

~

1 .

The technological perspective .assumes that change is a process governed
by reason and logic. Its proponents expect schools to define their s
goals and decide on the best.means of achieving them. Oncg educa-
'tional needs are defined, technical resources can then be provided

to allevjate thosenneeds. Innovation is, quite simply, a matter of
identifying problems of goals, finding solutions-or products that >
meet them, ‘and placing thesé Solutions or products in gchools.

s 4 " .° |
' / ‘ . “.. = 11’.'\ - T
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The research ahd development process provfdes the most prom?sing means
of creating techmical products ta improve schpols. Thrqugh

this

process, researchers identify a need and then develop an: 1nnovat1ve~
product to address the need. After the new material has been perfected
during field testing, (it is d1ssem1nated to schools interested in

.adopting the 1nnovat1on The technological “perspective supposes that -
°__ _a high- qua11ty,-packaged vation wiTl work: equa]]y well in different

educational, contexis. ~ Innovations proven effect in one location may
be transferred to other: situations, where they are ep11cated.5 —Inno-_
vative material remains the same throughout the whole process. Thus,
the technological perspective assumes that the most efficient means

* to a given end is a well-developed«product or package of materials or

a fu]]y replicable set of practices.

t

. How might- chno]oglca] d0m1nance 1nf1uence those who support innova-
tion for schogl improvement? There are a“number of implications and
assumptions inherent in the technological v1ewpo1ht yStated in delib-
erate]y stark terms, these inclwde: -0

e School improvement is possible 1f the educational product is of

.high guality. Faculty, students, and educational contexts do not

influence the effectiveness of the jnnovation. Because the material
is used the same way in all schoo]s, it needs no mod1f1cat1on afteph
it is deve]oped. A T .

Change -processes are pred1ctab1e Instruction and learning activ-
ities do not vary with. the setting. The adoption of_.the innovation
by one school will be quite similar to the adoption process in

another school. Human behaviors that support innovation and improve-

AMment are re]at1ve]y constant~

. ‘Innovation 1ies more: in the methods and materfals than it does in

Al .

-

the teacher. - Since technology is at the center of school improve-"~
ment, the significance .of 1d1osyncnht1c teacher behavior is dimin-
1shed.

L]

Organizational.innovations are the result of a systematic, order]y ]
process. Often new technologies such,as word processing &quiptent
or processes such“as a programmed. budget1ng system are introduced

“into the organizatiomwith little consideratjon for their influence

on the pe'ople who wit1~beyusing them. The techno]og1ca1 perspective

assumes that the connections and“interactions among-all the. people
and elements in an organ1zat1on are quant1f1ab]e pred1ctablq, and
contro]]able

~ ) . - 'Q

The outcome’ of the innovation is determined by the charatteristics
of the techno]ogy.‘ Factors such as student attitudes, teacher
“preferences, and tge/goc1oeconom1c status of the community do not
affect the 1mp1eme tation proeess. .

) Because techn1ca1 progress is a predominant ‘goal, the majosr prob]em

bec0mes a technical one: finding the best means to a given end.
\Thus evaluation and research aré based on fard facts used to judge
effect1veness emp1r1ca11y

’ . A .

N
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p , ‘Technqlogical advances have contributed significantly to kducation. _
' Audio vigual materials, computer assisted instruction, tggﬁ_recorders, .
-« " and pocket calculators are all be1ng used in.schools to jvidualize
. ™ instruction and ‘improve student achievement. Some materials can in
o fact be used successfully without “the intervention .of a teacher. In
g ‘ eur téchnologica]ly sophisticated society schools have access to a
: brgad range of well-developed educat1tma1 technologies that can be
‘. used to strengthen the instructional program.

L. Assumpt1ons “inhérent iin the techno]og1ca1 perspective car, however, . -,
lead to a simplistic approach-to innovation. -Implicit s the notion
_that individuald-will change their behavior if they;be11eve that
‘using the innovation will increase.the probability of improving
. results, Such assumptions allow peop]e to- believe that a good idea

. ) or program that is -tested, valig teQ, and attractively packaged will -
b, be 1mp1emented unaltered in m&ﬁiaﬁgfferent Tocations.

ol o
Manﬁ educators are not comfortable w1th these a;sumptlons, Thair. , )
experiencé #2811s them that teachers who willingly and enthusiastically l.
. chgose to-introduce an innbvation into their «classroom will probably
s ' bel'more effective in promoting §tudent achievement than those who * .
" would. rather”not change.what ‘they are doing._ Further, gven in a
. s1ng]e district the students, faculty, and activities differ widely.. .
o at variods schools. It is difficult to predict how each school will
L N respond to_@pghiﬂge introduced from outside. Finally, schools are B
RS T not simply.cdtMéctions of autonomous teachers and students. Rather, -
! they aredgaﬁaa1zat1ons that have many patterns of 1nterdependence
N and intetaction among indiyiduals and’ groups. An innovation is
=, introduced into an organdization as well as into classrooms. It is. Co. .
unlikely that”an innovation will remain unchanged as_it is incorpos . *
“-rated into the. schoo] S organ1zat1ona1 structure and its c]assrooms. '_
s . on -
- éﬁkT\Inggummary, the techgological perspective emphas1zes the adopt1on of .
T -2 ratdonally deve]gpg irinovations. Knowledge is seen as technical and -
readily 1mp1ementéd by a techn1c1an. Both the change process and its -
.outcomes are predictable and can be transferred across a variety of - -
educat1ona1 settings. Certainty and predvctab111ty preva11 if the '

-~

Y 1nnovatlon is techn1ca11y sound. - o -
<. ") -pl - J‘ . : . . . t - -
+ ‘' "_' L1 .. . o~ L N . ',) : .
' ¢ . N 4 ?‘ - . . ; - . .
.ol - The Po]1t1ca1APersgéct1ve . . .

~, Y

! The.road to educational change is not af@ays smooth popu]ated on]y by
those wh& are agreeable and supportive... Rather, an $pnovation may A S
1nadvertentTy introduce politically mot1vated intergctions and nego- . R
« tiations. ~Another view of- inhovation prov1des al at the conflict,e
power strugg]es , ang bol1t1ca1 barga1n1ng that occur within schools. -
’ ¢ Schoo]s are organ1zat1ons with power structures and a hierarchy of B
- quthority. "Power $truggles, which flow from this system of authority, ‘
OCCur batause 1nd1N1duals and‘groups compete for greater influence °~




. within the organization. The introduction of an innovatiomiga
.upsat the balahce of power. Changé€s carry with them impliciT{
suggesting a'possible disruption in the existing power .stru
Thus, inngvation, jc;sqmetimes resisEed for political reasons.
- . The political perspective considers factional groups that are vying
. for power apd influence in-an organization.' -Such-groups.tfiay be com-
posed bf teachers, administrators, pareats, students; or professional
associations. Confligts mdy arise amopg these stakeholders as a
result of educational Change. "Bargaining of negotiation may Tead to
a compromise that the conflicting parttes will accept. Cooperation,
then, is a result of negotfation rather than being -an autpmatic condi-’
_tion in schools. y ) :

. j ’ <
Many attempts at innovation have had st?ong.po]fticg] overtones. For
example, desegregation. remains a hotly contested educational change, :
_despite its 25-year legal mandate. Opposing interest groups work to’ r
" protect their opinions and power, often requiring a judge to arbitrat{ )
a compromise. Bilingual education provides another example of conflict
in response to an inmovation. Some educators believe that bilingual/
bjcultural education is not the responsibility of the schools. Even
bilingual advocates themselves often cannot agree on’'the purpose of
e bilingual education. Some advocates believe that it should serve as
i« a transition to classroom instruction entirely in English. Othets
T rqueginstead that the native lgnguage and cultural heritage should

{"be maintained rather than being phased out once English. is mastered.

Y These groups oppose.each other in schools and communities and in
legislatures and courts. «As with desegregation, the political
conflicts at work in the bilingual” education arena continue to
influence ‘policy and practice. .

Probably everydne in education can pinpbint local political struggles
similar to those described. Wherever people, groups, or organizations
* diverge in their special.interests, conflict, negotiation, and com-
propise are likelyeto ensue. Cooperation does not always emerge, °
' especially when an-innovation affects the school's power structure. 1 8
. /
_ Other political issues may arise from the relationship between the
school and the community it serves. Some schools interact frequently
with their environment; others withdraw from it. Both strategies
have advantages and- disadvantages; deperiding on the situation at the
time. Schools are, in one sense, owned by their environment. Sup-
ported totally by public dollars, they are vulnerable to citizen
pressure. . In order to reduce this vulnerability, schools may build
barriers between themselves and outside influence groups. Sometimes
these barriers serve a positive purpase, allowing schools to concen-
trate on the education of students. At other tdimes the barriers
lead to isolation and stagnation. Common ways that ‘schools buffer
themselves from their. environment®aré these: '

® "Red tape" is used as. an excuse not to be responsive to people
outside a school or district. Often a suggested change is' turned
down because "the rules don't atlow it" or "we don't have the
right procedures to handle it." TS

.




e External pressure can'be neutralized by including the most active
opponents in the school's decision making process. Sometimes
these opponents become supporters of the innovation, working for

it rather ‘than aga1nst it. . -

o "Experts' can also b brought in to strengthen the schoo]‘s,postuﬁe“

toward the innovation. If the school wants to convince others that
the change is either wise or wasteful, expert opinion can usually -

Be found to suppert a predetermined position. Using outside testi- .

mony in this way can_reduce the influence of lay opponents who lack
comparable expertlse or of educators who latck expert.stature or
credibility., . . .
. V. 5 ]
Another way of applyimg the political perspective to schoo]s is in
analysis of .the hational, state, and local educat1ona1 structure.

" Schools are part of a massive, comp]ex system that 1s difficult to-

e

change. Scheols must answer a host of political ddhands from adencies
at all levels, which sometimes demand contradictory action by local
educators. Regulat1ons, papérwork, and other requirements imposed

on schools sometimes become overwhelming. VYet local educators can
rarely refuse to cooperate with other funding agencies and.programs;
they need the resources and support to survive..

To summarize, the po]itica] perspecfive focuses on the people, groups,
and organizations that have a vested interest in educational innova-
tion. These stakehglders are often in conflict’ With each other as

to whose influence will prevail. Disagreements “are commonly settled
through barga1n1ng and nggot1at1on. » Schools cannot ignore outside
pressures since their funding sources are public. But with an under-
standing of the political-realities they face, schools can still inno-
vate in ways that are compatible w1th«ex1st1ng group and community.
preferences. e

~

“

N The Cultural Perspective o

Schools may-be viewed as collections of - peop]eaw]th shared meanings,
values, norms, and codes of behavior. These accepted\attltudes and ~
assumptﬁons abbut the culture of the school influence how pegple
perceive and interpret new ideas or information. In addition, %he
school as an drganization can shape the cultures within it and

times, even force compliance. .

Every culture has numerous subcultures, each of which may view inno-
vation d1fferen§1y. Different groups tend to "place their own values
and meanings on -an innovation, support1ng it or opposing it according
to their beli&f system and their exper1ence. The cultural perspective
suggests that educational change requires the ‘interaction of separate
subcultures, which may or may not be willing to cooperate. Gfoup
values vary, as do styles of resolving conflict. Ultimately the
cultural context, composed of somewhat divergent Subcu1i7res, can

. ! .
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be a sodrce of planned and unplanned consequences that influénce edu-
" cational change. From'the cultural perspective the results of inno-
vative activity depend on how it is received by the subcultures
involved, rather’than on*te;hnDYOgy’or political factorslj,\\‘

. . (.q ¥ . v

The cultural perspective acknowledges that tﬁe context into which a
change is introduced can determfrie its success or faiTure.  Schools
are inhabited by insiders-with unique points of view about what the
culture of the school -is or ought to be. Numerous different sub-
cultures exist within schoots’, among them students,-teachers, and
administrators. There may also be‘various student or faculty sub-
cultures, -or a separate subcufture of community members. These
subcultures may be more unjted for the common purposes.of education
than- they are divided by their different values and interests. For
instance, some ‘students, teaghers3} and ‘administrators may be united
‘on one issue, whereas a différent group of-students, teachers, and
administrators may .share & similar viewpoint ‘on another issue. Inno-
" vations that reinforce one’or more.subcultures are usually more posi-
tively, received. by their m§@bers than innovations that violate exist-
ing values and norms. . ot '

I3

Sieber's discussion of in%enﬁives andidisincéntives inherent in" educa-
stional innovation is pertinent here. - Subcultures in the school may
have varying predispositions to seek certain rewards and avoid certain
costs. For instance, fro@athe perspective of a teacher, mainstreaming
handicapped students inte the classroom may represent a considerable .
additional expenditure, of timé and engrgy. Even though some teachers~
may- fully understand the $6¢ial and educational benefits of main- °
streaming and individualized student Jinstructional. plans, they may
feel overwhelmed by the implicit costs and demands. The parents of
handicapped students, on the other’hand, may believe that for the
first time ‘their children ame receiving adequate educational consider-
ation qnd.socialpexperﬁeﬁces to help prepare them to function as
adults. They may see many rewards in such a program and few, if

any, costs. . '\“,@,' . y .

Miles.suggests.that, depending on the issue and the school itself, the
subcultures or groups that influence ‘decision making .can vary. For
.instance, teacher§ in an elementary school that features a democratic
principal, .open Q]éssropms, and vindiwidually guided instruct/iion may
take part much more frequently in building-level decisions than those
working in a more traditional school with self-contained classrooms
and a more autocratic principal. FuFthermore, principals in both
schools may make unilateral decisions or use 'participatory management
strategies if a given issug seems to warrant such action. Students
usually have the least ‘influence in school decision making, even on

issues such as‘rules far student thévior where they might be expected:

to have a voice. Thus; the.roles and activities of subcultures in the

schdol -vary considerably ‘from one ‘school.to the next or from one issue’

to the next. . , » "R

-

_ Common»prbpéities.of.schopls cited by Miles a1so'are significant
in light of the cultufal ‘perspective. Schools tend not to be

)
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interdependent; . rather each butlding is relatively autonomous, act1ng

. x1ndependent1y of others insthe district. Even if the. same textbook ¢

is adopted district- wide, the .way teachers use it will vary with the
school” and the inpdividual teacher. * Schools are Jowned and supported

by their community. They need not’ compete extensively for resources
with other schools in the district. This situation may reduce teacher
.and administrator incentives to innoVvate. C]ear]y, therefore, the
_subcditures in,a school are influenced by var1ous gener1c character-
1st1cs of schoo]s. .

~

An obv1ous message from the Cultural perspect1ve is that the process

of inmovation is adaptive. Change happens s]ow]y,because any new edu- ‘

cational idea-or,pethodology must be modified to be consistent with
the cultire -of the school. »Faculty want to take part in deciding on
their responsibilities and in defining their work.. Because teachers
are the individuals most influenced by 1nnovat1on, they expect to
influence it -in retyrn. Those stand1ng ‘outside the culture of the
‘school, such as legislators and federal or state agency staff, are
urilikely to_ be sensitive to meanings dnd values shared by 1oca1 par-
tlcfpants. The innovations that poticymakers mandate or researchers
develop must be adapted to fit the culture of the school. The greater
the need for-adaptation, the more siowly change occurs.

-

" The "cultural perspective, then, focuses not on new techno]ogies,‘con-

flict, or political bargaining, but on the context of the ingovati
It suggests that shared meanings and values of subcultures in the,r
school predominate over the content or politics of the innovation in
context. Innovation i's seen as an adaptive process because the-
changes .introduced must be made compatible with the culture of the
schoo]

. »_ T .
To summarize? it is-unlikely that people consciously switch from one
perspectives to apother based on what they feel is most appropriate at

. the time. On the contrary, the use of one or more perspectives to

understand school.situations is so inmtricately woven into the entire

sensemaking process that it. is often difficult to recognize. "Perhaps
as people become more aware 6f the alternative ways they-can perce1ve
the process of. educat1ona1 innovation, they ‘will be more conscious of

* ~which perspect1ve is appropr1ate and -under what circumstances.

s

H1gh11ghts of the three perspect1ves are presented here:

e The technological perspective suggests that the process of innova-
tion is logical, Systematic, predictable, and controllable. .
Teaching is viewed in a technical frame as a mechanical activity.
Schoo]1ng ifs a technique built dn the notion that'instructional
activities add up sequentially to lead to student learning.
Because of this certainty and ratignality, innovations can be

¢ adopted intact from one school. to the next.

” .
e The politica 6Jrspect1ve emphas1zes power strugg]es and barga1n1ng
among competing coalitions or’ interest groups. Change might be

resisted bec use it chq]]enges the” existing power structure in the

‘ .
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school. Res1stance may {also emerge if _an 1nterest qroup Judges
- that an innovation will undermine its power or cred1b111ty.. From
the po]1t1ca1 perspect1ve the progcess of edUcat1ona1 change Tis

the: result of negot1at1bn between Interest groups w1th d1verqent
interests. . .

.

N v

~

" \@ The cultural perspective "focuses on the values, norms, and shared
meanings held by, different subcultures in the school. These sub-'
cultures respond to an innovation in accord with the cu]ture of
the school and community and‘in terms of issues raised by the
innovation. “Even within a subculture disagreements can arise.

- Sometimes individuals from various subcultures, such as faculty

and central office staff, unite around a common cause rather than

remaining w1tﬁ1ﬁ;the boundar1es of the1r s1ng]e grqup. Tl
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THE DYNAMICS OF EDUCATIONAL -CHANGE ’
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e Introduction

~—

Section I presented three perspectives on the prbcess of inhovation

These. vigwpoints provide an abstract, global picture of educational

change~. _Section II"is moré specific, discussing organizational and

individual factors affecting innovation in schools.

First come the characteristics. that Matthew Miles has identified as

being common to most élementdry and secondary schools, along with

the dilemmas these-organizations face as they go aboyt the business

of schooling. : ‘ -

M h \

The' rewards and sanctions. that accompany educational imnovation point

up another influéncing factors

in schools invglve both costs and benefits to student$,- teachers,
o ot adm1n1strators, and the comminity. Sometimes one group s perspective

is dominated by rewards while another group notices predominantly the

costs of innovatjon. At other times individuals or groups see both

the costs and the benefits of modi fying what they do. The dynamic

Sieber argues that most change efforts

.

~— .

1nterp1ay between these 1ncent1ves and disincentives is %he theme of '

~

Sieber's work.
~~  Berman discusses another kind of dynamic 1nterp;ay--the interaction-
between the innovation and the setting into whichlit is introduced.
He argues that when a change is implemented, a process of mutual
adaptation occurs. This process involves alterations in both the
innovation and the school context 1n order to create the best fit
possible between the two..

a

The Common Properties Of Schools

' 1
]

RS

- Tl —

~

-

. Matthew Miles suggests that a number of features may be so commonly
found in American elementary and secondary schools that thex,m1ght
be considered inherent, generic properties. Miles has studied such
claims, exam1n1ngvthe actual evidence that these properties are
_present in schools. He finds that in some cases the evidence is far
“frém clear or conclusive. In this. context, Six common propert1es of
schogls are described here:

1:~ Vague goals-~A school district!s mission can consist of goals

. that are abstract, broad, 1ncons1stentl‘and sometimes in con-
. " flict.’ This situation creates difficulty when schools are .

.

-
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~_from desegregation to individualized instruction.

-outcomes retatéd to ‘their ov
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he]d accountab1e ‘by the pub11 for show1ng specific, measurable

er/ll goals. For 'instance,’ a]though
educat1ng\students to be good citizens is a worthwhile goa]
measuring progress toward that goa] is difficult.

‘Heak " techno]ogy--The knowledge base that influences educational

. activities and programs is difficult.

practace is' often inadequate.
1nstance, when individualized instruction-is preferab]e and when
group ]earn1ng will probab]y be.more effective. “And even when
reSeéarch provides new 1ns1ghts into the process of teaching and
learning, this 1nformat1on rare]y affects classroom act3v1t1es.

Coordination prob]ems--Because,school staff are autonomous 1n

many respects rather than interdependent, coordination of district
knstruct1ona] ahd\adminis-
trative functions-are seldom closely related to each other. Con-
trol over-who makes what decisions can varyy with teachers deter-
.mining their own da1]y lesson plans and having little 1nf]uence

on administrative dec1s1ons such as staffing and allocation of °
resources. " Manys school activities are onty indirectly related to .
educational goals and go largely unmonitored. Yet in other ways
(e.g., class scheduling) schools are very closely coordinated.

Relationship with the communjty—ischools are vulnerable 'to local
citizen pressure because of‘ggg;ic financing. From the inside,

schools seem to be too much atN\the mercy of community §roup-
pressure. From the outside, ‘sc
protective barriers, tg citizenuin

ols appear to have established
nce and public opinion.

Guaranteed surv1va]--Pub]1owsupport f r educat1on has assured

” the pace of educational change.

schoqls a continuing, non- compet1t1ye existence. . This-financial
.security supposedly lowers incentives for, 1nnovation and -lessens

. Some see schools as being rigid,
routinized, bound by -tradition, and threatened by signifiéant
innovation. On the other hand, a case/can be made against such
claims. A wide range of innovations has been implemented by ele-
mentary”and secondary schools over the past two decades, ranging .
It has been -
qggested that established professional innovators dbr change
a§ents have a vested interést in maintaining the myth that schoo]s
change slowly, because otherwise théir work weuld seem unpeces-
sary. Neither perspective“on,pates of school change has been
proven. ' ‘

Complex edugationdl system-zEducation agencies from the national

—aLto
private sector.

te-the local.level are interconnected in a decertralized structure.
State and“federal
Furthermore, otherforganizations and structures affect -schools: the
legislative, judicial, and political systems, professional associa-
tions; materials and test producers; and accrediting,and certi- .

fying bodies: Because this array of organizations operates in the
educational arena, governance of iocal-schools is shared on a de
factobasis with groups at a]] levels.of, government and in the

P
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There are no clear guidelines, for )

gencies exert clear constraints on local schools.
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In addition to the common properties summarized eariier, S$chools
face g number of tensions or dilemmas--choices between two equally
- desirable alternatives--created by opposing forces. Miles has exam-
’ ined nine dilemmas, four of which are explored here. (The other five
' ‘discussed in Improving Schools are: core task focus vs., "survival®
-emphasis;- diversity vs. uniformity;-envirenment-al dependence vs. . . .
autonomy; environmental contact vs. withdrawaly feedback-seeking
vs. intuitive/routine action.) . .

Dilemma: Coordimration vs. Flexibility ) « -

. / M -
Schools are social systems compased of. smaller units and groups of ¢ '
individuals, such as teachers, administrators, and students. Tension .
arises whenever administrators consider whether or nof these groups -
should be'elaSely ‘controlled or flexibly autonomous. A numbeg of fac- .
tors influence this. tug-of-war between coordination and flexibility.

a8

o Teachers and administrators have separate zones of influénce with-
in ‘the district. Bothghroups try to influence decisions and activ-
-+ jties to serve their bedt interests, whether or not the interests &
are compatible with_each other. Teachers and administrators seem
to agree that they have separate jurisdictions for different deci-
‘ sions and’that these jurisdictions do not overlap very much.

) e Tedchers haQe considerable autonomy in_their own classrobms, as do° ' -
principals ih their gwn schools. Stable routines for+ the operation :

\ “%f schools reduce some of the uncertainty resulting from the rela- .
tive freedom of .individual teachers and administraters. Thus, . . <
this ‘low interdépendence does not lead to anarchy or«fotally unpre-.

] * dictable behavior within the district. . - a L

. o There is 1ittle surveillance or centralized-control over activities
in schools and classrooms. Schoo) districts are managed on’ the-
basis of _confidence and good faith mather than on close monitoring

“and <control. '

o 2Teachers tend to be isolated from what occurs elsewhere in their
%buildirig and district. They spénd most of their day pursuing the ~
*"splitary" activity of helping/studesits learn in their classrooms.

They are not really solitary, of course--just out of touch with '
other adults. . : -
. . . . 3

e Schools seem to be held more accountable for keeping students under .

.control and in attendance all day than they are for teaching stu- .
depts while they are there. This custodial function sometimes - '
. overshadows instructional innovation. ., ..

‘ v Regulatéd advancement of staff.through a standardized. salary
o . structure tends to.discourage faculty participation in risky and:

.
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time-consuming innovatiorns. Eicéptiona]]y good teachers and admin-
istrators are rarely rewarded, and*except1ona11y pooy ones are

P

oo .‘rare1y pun1shed Because an imdividual's willingness to ihnovate
' - . " is usually not recoén1zed by means of a higher status or salary,
oS : many people decide that it is not wonfh the effort to try something
- new in the1r schoo1s or classrooms. ~
. Dilemma: Externa] EJert1se-Seek1n§'vs. Self- Rehance
- 1 - B
. “When schools need assistance to so]ve a problem, motivate staff, or

identify new trends and practice$, they must decide whether to look
, inside or outside for help. Four factors affect .the tension between,
» . dependnng on local reésources and using externa] expert sources.
[} 4 ’
o Teachers con51stent1y rate_other teachers as the h1ghe$t source of
¢ (  information and.assistance. They infrequently Aise .formal externa1
, resourcés, such as outside consultants and. information systems
like ERIC. .Loca]]y available expert 1nformat1on, however, is
often tapped by staff members. N . -
- <
. Incentlves for the use of. 1nformat1on whether generated 1nterna11y
gon’externallys are not always redated to decision making or. prob-
. ¢blem solvind. Other catalysts for seeking new knowledge are the
Ty, desire for enlightenment, motivation, 1nsp1rat1on, power, prestige, ~
T and relief from boredom.

" e Even though educators are considered by many to be professionals,
RN they often‘have inadequate information to do their work. Instruc-
tional practices are based rore onycommon sense and experience
than on research-about. the teaching and learning process. Teachers
- re]y'on their own resources for most classroom activities. -

) A]though externa]]y developed educat1ona1 1nnovat1ons are wide-
spread, they may offer only a marginal advantage in the classroom.
Thus, they terd.to be taken less seriousTy than informal, locally

developed 1deas or programs. o,
¥ L] '

In sum, tension ex1sts betweén those who prefer to use local resources

and creativity and those who would rather rely on outside people and
materials for assistance. Section III offers a more detailed discus-
s1on of this d11émma. o : -

' D11emma Centra11zed vs. Shared nf]uence f N -

., Central”office staff and principals somet1nEs must answer this
question: "Should leaders control decision making or collaborate with
their subordinates in the process?" Numerous considerations affect
responses to this query. .. . :

% .

¢ Students are subordinates with extremely low influence in the-edh-‘

{ cational system. Their preferences and wishes do not carry as
much weight as do those of other stakeho]ders such as faculty -and
parents.
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. ¢ The authority. structure «in a g1str1ct s not the same\for all
Hi ' decisions. The degree of decision control maintained-by top
RS vt administrators varies with the issue at hand. Sometimes the Board
of Education decides; somgtimes each 3chool building sets its own
« policy.

. ;School pringipals have mych power. Thus, power does not necessar11y
inc¢rease with a move from the pr1nc1palsh1p to the central office.
A district project director may have less power than a principal,
even though"the position is at the district level rather than at
P the building 1eve1.

i - . r
e " Unionism and more frequen£ faculty participation i decision making
~ have increased the power of teachers. They are no longer willing -
- to relinguish some of the control over district policies affect1ng
%E«\ their rights and responszb111t1es.
e The 1mpfementat1on of change is often support d when administrators -
and teachers sh?re decisidon making., Particigatien 1n the decision
S process can increase individual ownership ig a new program or
policy and enhance the likelihood of.success, but many except1ons
to this generalization can be found. Comprehensive or administra-
, tive changes: involving simple, well-structured innovations mdy bé
-more easilyyimplemented from the top-down. Complex instructional
1nnovat1ons, or those depenaing os . a strong component of profes-
sional competence, require shared influence.

5t

Dilemma: Change vs. Stability

Many educators assume that.something new is better than what it is
designed to, replace.. Innovations are expected zo result automatically
in school improvement. But new ideas or products have not always
) proved to be fail-safe. Through experience some teachers have decided
to keep doxng what works for them rather than experimenting with uncer-
tain innovations. Thi$ tension between change and stability 1s
1nf]uenced by a number of factors: -

v. There are few incentives for schools to adopt innovations,
especially considefring the risk involved in such activity. One
reason for tryihg something new is to appear to be more up-to- «

- date, whether or not the innovation actually changes indi%idual
behaviors or classroom activities. \

e Innovations rarely are left untouched when they are used by‘]oca]
education agencies. Schools usua]]y modify the innovation to make
it-more compatible with the local context. Although rep11cat1on
1s§poss1b1e, fa1thfu] adopt1on of innovative programs is unusual.

. N

o Innovatién in schools supposed]y occurs Sslewly because decisions
are often made on the basis of ‘tradition. In. sp1te of this prefer- -
ence for the “tried and true," educational change is being accom- |
plished in many schools today, espec1a]1y where. change processes

t are.thoughtfully planned .and managed. “~
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s - o. Routines .established by the schooel¥district weaken its»capabi]ity‘_
. for internal change. Féw schools, have strong, built:sin change
. - mechanisms (inservice training, organlzat1ona1 deve]opment, etc.),
A but they can, be deve]oped.

® Resources for change developed outside the district have been . " -
expanding, offering schools a broader selection of innovative’: -
a]ternat1ves. .

¢ * ~ . r

e An establlfhed group of -educators who support educat1ona1 change /

has emerged durirg the past decade. Disseminators, Tlinkage or !
_ change agents, and 1nf9rmat1on systems or networks have been

developed to support innovation. Because there are so many
specialists with responsibility for supporting educational |
change, innovation is likely to contihue. y

. Thouqh educational innovators or change agents believe théy en-
counter frequent res1stance to their proposed alterations, change
may indeed.be widespread in schools. Incremental mod1f1cat1ons
are made daily by teachers in their individual classrooms.™” These
changes are informal and often go unnoticed. Thus, when peop1e
assess ‘innovation (defined as formal Program adoption), they may- °
conclude erroneously that instructional strateg1es used in the s ’
schools are static. ’

v

- . . )

. To summarize, schools have a number of common ppopert1es that 1pf1uence-
the way they view 1nnovatyon. In addition, a number of tensions in
schools are caused by opposing forces. Four such dilemmas” facing
education today are coordination vs. flexibility, external vs. N
internal expertise, centralized vs. shared influence, and change vs.-
stability. The way each of these tensions is addressed by schools
depends on the 1e§i; context. . c s

“ Now it appears evidént that a deeper understanding of school systems R
themselves can influence our view of educational improvement. The -
perspectives discussed in Section I are not the only way of making
sense of the world of education. Schdols are far more complex than
once realized; as is the case irf other large organizations, the path
to improvement is riddled with dilémmas. It seems appropriate to ask:

e How do.schools respond to mandates and decisions from state

and federal agencies, knowing that local part1c1pat1on can. be
critical?

P

When are 1oca]f%ideVe]oped solutions to problems inadequate,
requiring that outside expertise be sought as a stimulus or
support for innovation?

~

o,

1 e A coordinated, d1str1ct—w1de effort usually provides more support
for 1nnovat1on. "Yet how can this coordination be made to work
, without threatening ‘the differences among schools and their needs .
. for autonomy and flexibility? ’
r / .
=%,

I
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e Problems resulting from social changes préssure schools®to look
. for innovative ‘solutions. How do the vulnerability of school
‘personnel, the lack of adequate technology, and the risky nature
of educational -change influence the'school improvement process?
LI B .
The ways educators deat with these dnlemmas have much td do with sen-
s1t1y1t1es to constituent groups, tHe proposed changes, and organiza-
tional and. political realities. Educators thus acknowledge the ’
ex1stence of commonalities and dilemmas in schools._ They come to
understand that even when schools seriously attempt 1nnovat1on, there
are still the real constraints of limited budgets and the lack of
clear technical and practical responses to legitimate social pressures.

4

e

-

The' Rewards and Costs of Educational'Change

The oréanizat}nnal life of the school involves many factors that .
influence the .process of innovation. Stable or stagnant routines and

‘traditions sometimes Serve as barriers ®o0 changes Interest groups

with conflicting demands may impede' the implementation of an adopted
innovation. Or a new program might be rap1d1y 1ntegrated by the
staff andsstudentsnaf it strengthens existing values in the~school's
cu]ture. '

Another way of explaining organizational 11fe is to look at the rewards
and costs that affect the change process. ™ Changes have personal and ~
organizational costs associated with them. Sam Sieber considers this
topic in his article called "Incentives and Disincentives for Knowledge
Utitization in Public Education.” These factors are related both to =
existing organizational dymamics and to individual norms and values. ,
Unique conditions in each-school shape the rewards and costs that -are
identified with a part1cu1ar innovation. A new idea that would be
encouraged and rewarded in one school might.be blocked in another -
school if it created difficulties for those who part1%1pate in it.

»
Y

Both 1ncent1ves and disincentives for change exist in schools. . An

incentive is an intrinsic or extrinsic motivation to do something. -~
There are both positive and négative incentives. A positive incentive
can best be thought of as a "carrot," a reward for participation in or .
compliance with a program or activity. A negative incentive is more
Tike a "stick," or an aversive inducement to participate or comply.

Incentives can take the form of “carrots" ("This innovation will bene-
fit or improve what you do") and "sticks" ("If you don't introduce the
innovation, you will be missing an excellent opportunity"). The same
is true for disincentives. Rejecting or refus1ng an <innovation may

r

be rewarded (the "carrot"), and participating in innovative "activity -

may result in ostracism by co]]eagues or c]oser supervision by a _
supervisor (the "stick").

i
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As the staff ‘of a-school proceeds through the stages of the change
process--from initiation through 1mpTementat1on and on to inStitu-
tionalization--incentives vary. The inspiration thaq initially 5
motivates a teacher to try out a new idea may not be'enough to keep
¢ him or her involved after discovering that materials must be altered
stgnificantly for effective ctassroom use. The finaneial incentives
of receiving federal and state funds to improve educational programs- .-
may fade when extensive reporting and documentation (disincentives)
come dues Educational innovation is made even more coplex, ‘then,
because rewards and costs vary with the stages of the change process.
’ ) Many teachers feel that their greatest intrinsic reward is in he]p1ng
students learn. Job satisfaction comes with knowing that individual
teaching efforts are worthwhile. These _rewards are so important ) P
that teachers will usually support a change which shows promise of . T
increasing student achievement and resist one which does not. Whether
they initially support or oppose the change, teachers will actively
adapt an innovation to conform to their unique classroom environment
and to student instructional needs.

~ =
~ -

- Three important incentives for the use of new knowledge in schools
¢ have been 1dent1€1ed3 Practicality, self-interest, and en11ghtenment
"~ are described. briefly. . . .

e Practicality--Knowledge utilization“serves the practical functions : ~
of helping teachers, avoid negative activities, sidestep pitfalls
or-barriers to action, and keep current with new educational trends
or developments.' -~ __ ) “ -

¢ Self-interest--When information is used to provide support for an
existing activity or a decision about to be made, it serves the -
self-interest of those in favor of the decision. Knowledge can . o
also be used to support am opinion in a disagreement or to sat1sfy .
curiosity about a question or a new development. ,

0. En]ighfénment--Know]edge ‘utilization often fosters increased

awareness of the results of educational research and development.

It can provide deeper-understanding of an issue, problem, or I
process. New information can also be used to exeite and metivate

people, increasing their commitmént to an innovation, idea, or.

ideal. - . . ) .

related to enlightenment. The two most important benefits of informa- =

tion have been reported to be, "I learned someth1pq new" and "It gave _ s
[}

An educator's satisfaction with information sources is also. c]oseiy IR : i(/

me new resources for he1p1ng other stafi_members. Teachers and adm1n- -

. istrators seem to prefer spec1f1c information that prescribes "hogrk -
L applications of new approaches in their work. When innovative products -

~ = do not fit the school context, they are either modified or supported by
additional:locally developed mater1als. , . v
What -kinds of sthool settings providé greater opportunities and incen- o

tives for*knowledge utilization? Ide®lly, eight conditions should EQ4

-
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' _exist in schpols to encourage the use of new ideas by. the staff. = LT
Although these qualities describe an opt1ma1 educat1ona1 .environment,
ﬁQey bear cdns1derat1on. o . o
R e
. v .
o A cosmo o11tan or1entat1on supports exper1mentat1on and willingness ‘
to 1nnojate. )

. o Informal authority among teachers and administrators exists—im—a——
simple lorganizational structure. : .
. e Farulties have autonomy. T,
e The principa]'s leadership ®encourages knowledge utilization. -
o Collegial communication is actively pursued among the staff ,
, ¢ Individuals are rewarded. ° ‘ ) ~
® Rewards are applied cons1stent1y and often. .
. e The %osts of- participation in an 1mpr0vement effort are compensated

for in some way. . . .

To summarize, there are numerous rewards and punishments for partici-

~ . pating in an educational innovation. These incenti¥es and.disincen-
tives vary as a school staff moves through various stages of the change
_process. Three primary incentives for the use of new. knowledge in . A
schools are pract1ca11ty, self- -interest, and en11ghtenment. ' g

]
- AR

o Moving Away From The Technological Mindset )
e W SR

Assumptions about educational innovation as a protess of techno]og1ca1
. iMprovement dominate much of the thinking related ‘to. school improvement.
Many .believe that if teachers,had better technical products to use in
classrooms, Student achievement would be improved. -How well. does the’
”‘techno]odﬂca] perspect1ve measure up to what actually happens in
schoo]s7 " X :

9

e

» It Ras been argued that the technology of education is weak. Teaching
. techniques dre sometimes based on inadequate know1edqe about the in-
o struct1ona1 process. _Some facu]ty members have insufficient knowledge
: QIf»e' and training to provide high-quality instruction. ~Few teagaﬁng N
* . techniques relate_totally to 1nd1v1dua1 learner needs, and group in- . ot
®struction of students predom1nates. "As/a Nesult, even if there were T
sufficient -resources to offér the est ua]ity of instruction, edu-
cational techno]ogy could not support . .

_Not on]y does the technology seem 1naj§fuate .but educational goa are o
often unclear and difficult-to measure. _Goals tend to reflect ed ‘
tional values more than po1nt1ng toward quant1f1ab1e oytcomes. ° Conse~ .

. .quently, there is only a loose connection between overall goals and - . S “

' actual classroom inétruction. $oupled with the inadequate technical’

" quality of available educational respurces, unclear goals tend to d1s-
count many assumptions underlying the techno]oq1ca1 perspective. If . .
technology. does not chart the process of innovation, lthen what does? ’

- Educational change is often dominated by what happens after an inno-

-vation ha§ been introduced 1nto the schoo]. These '1o¢al events cannot

S * LR 4 ) 0y N d
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be'accurately pre&1cted By looking at the technology itself. In other

.words, it is diffi#ult to determine in advance the results of a change

effort by look1ng at the new.mater1als and products being used. .
Adagtat1on of the 1nnovat1on rather than wholesale adoption occurs most
of the time. When a change is introduced into a school, it interacts
with the peop]e and _processes that ar'® already there. Usua]]y indi-

vidual benaviors and-organizatiesal-routines are then modified, along
with adapta\ﬁons made in the innovation itself. In this way local
stability can be ma1nta1ned while some aspects of the educational
process are 1mproved.. The notion of adoption, then, is unrealistic
because it assumes that everything.but the innovation itself gust:
change, This is rarely the case.

’ N *
The precess of innovation carries w1th it numerous 1ncent1ves and dis-
incentives. For many reasons teachers and .administrators do not jump
at the chance to ‘try something new. What are some advantages and
disadvantages of. innovation? : .

>

" -9 Change introduces uncertainty and risks into the schoel., Staying

"¢ with what already works, even if it is marginal, might seem prefer-

able to r1sk and poss1b1e failure, .

e Change requires signif1cant amounts of time and resources. If-
" one program is changed, others may not have needed access to

_ staff and money. An -innovation might have a detr1menta1 effect
on other programmatic areas. - -

o The local school context may not support the change. -Conflict
may .cause'time, energy, -and resources to be diverted .from the
innovation, whereas early compromise or consensus can -speed its
implémentation.

FY

¢ An unclear decision structure in the school could sta]]xpnoqress

toward innovation. Various groups, such as teachers, adm1n1strators,

parents, and board members, may feel they have a legitimate right
to influence decisions about educational innovation. This situa-
tion is even more complicated if the school has not specified who -
is involved in decisions, to what extent they cam be, and when it
is appropriate to do so. :

It appears, then, that the technological perspective assumes. contextual
conditions that do not always pertain. Section I descriked some alter-
native ways. of making sense of the process of educational innovation.

A descr1pt1on of the actual process or stages of educational change as’
it occurs in many schools shou]d be helpful at this po1nt.

Mutual adaptation is the central theme of Paul :Berman's analysis of
the change process in h1s article "Toward an Imp]ementat1on Paradigm -
of Educational Change." It emphasizes the interaction between the
innovation and the setting into which it is introduced. Both need to

.be_adapted in order to enhance the compatibility between the new pro-

gram and the context that 1ncorporatesv4t. Schools are organizations

Y ] ' - 28
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with many established routines. InnoVative activity alters these
rout ines and SUbsequent1y modifies the organtzation.
Three subprocesses characterize 1nnovat1on through mutua] adaptation..
Briefly, they are: .
\J
e Mobilization--Here an 1mage of the ant1c1pated innovatjon is
created,; made into po]1cy, and communicated to others. Some
. responsive planrgng also occurg in "this phase, along with activ-
ity to obtain internal and externa] support for the 1nnovat1on.

. o Implementation~-Each school fo]]ows a slightly different process
as it implements changes. Implementation can be viewed as a pro-
cess involving the adaptation of both the innovation and the
setting to enhance the compatibility of the two. If classes of
innovations and types of i:i::;; can be identified, contingen-

cies might be developed that d¢fine the nature of the change and
predict its effect on the all educational program. (

e Institutionalization--During this phé%e the changes introduced gy
the innovation become organizational reutines--a standard part.of
« daily activity. Both context and timing influence the outcomes
’ of the change process.:- The same technological innovation intro-
. duced into two different -schools at different t1mes can have
d1fferent results. . : _ Lo,

_Successful educationat change is n¢t totally a function of the quality
of the new technology. Existing technologies are sgmetimes weak -
because they are based on incomplete information about effective in-
structional strategies. But even if a high-quality innovative product
is selected, it is usually altered to become more compatible with the

~ school context. Educational change processes are complex, uncertain,
and unpredictable. But a lively and flexible interaction between the

“product and its setting canlgifult in s1gn1f1cant schoo] improvement.

To continue this review of educational 1nnovat1ons, the comp]ex1ty “of ’
school systems themselves, and the dilemmas that emerge when new ideas

come into schools, Section II11 w11 discuss how people in various edu-"

cational rolés can contribute to innovation.~ The section will consider
what motivates teachers about their work. and what the process of inno-
vation looks 11ke

How is 1nnovat1bn introduced. inta ‘schools?
- What ideas are salient to teachers?

How are new ideas made pract1ca1 for classroom use?
"What are the tensions between innovative concepts and.
. school and classroom realities?

it
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" have so little credibility that they are treated as outsiders.
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THE,-ROLE OF OUTSIDERS AND INSIDERS -~ -

"QN’THE SCHOOL CRANGE PROCESS

. ’ ~

8 - . < _ﬁ 7 ' l —_

This sgg%ioh repprt;=on éﬁe findings of recent studies addressing how - _ - .
people inside and outside the school”can support educational innova--
tion., Two papers were:used as sources: "The Role of External Agents
in Knowledge Utilization, Problem Selving, and Imp]ementation of New
Programs in Local Schodl Cont%its" by Karen Seashore'Louis and "The
Role of Human Agents Internal ™o School Districts in Knowledge Utili-
zation" by Michael fullan. : .

The djsiinctfon between insiders and outsiders is in a sense artificial,
based onswhether or not the change agent i$ an employee of the school
district. Instancgs can_be cited,when innovators from outside the.
district have developed. Such a close working relationship with school
staff that they are’constdered essentially insiders. By the same
token, central office staff who rarely work Mith school faculty mgy‘
Thus,
one way of defthing insiders and outsiders isfiniterms of social
distance from theiraglients rather than theirf orgapizational affilia-

tion. Here the Jattér definition is used, though the former is deemed
- equally credible.~ . d g i
o - Qutsiders
' C B /J
‘The role of external change agents (to be referred to here as out- -

siders) in the sehool change process should be viewed and defined

from the perspegtive of ‘those who seek -and use their assistance.

That is, outsiders who undertake to,help a school or district intro-

“duce ap educational ipprovement serve at the pleasure of the local

school system. [t is therefore necessary for them to _adjust their

roles to local expectations if they are to be in any way effective.

Studies of the change ;protess bear out this conclusion in at .least -
three ways: IR : L - :

L 144

"o Successful outsidery take time

to negotiate exactly qbat services®
they will provide. * : ) . g

e

o Schdol ad jnfgtrators exert as much influence on what an outsider

does as e ‘dutsider’s superiors or the program policy gf his or
_ “her employer. Sometimes administrators exert more influence. . s
* ] . & . —— =
o . Successful outsiders,use feedbagk from clients to adapt their .  ,

Pl

strategies and, role «definitions to the local school situation.
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_ whereas insider's is merely

.
' . L [
f

User values may differ so substantially from helper values that con-
flict and even failure can.result. For this reason, it is important
for agencies that emp]oy outsiders in change efforts to communicate
c]ear]y to potential] users thie values on which their assistance is
based. " Two sets of factors affect an outsider's impact on a local
school or district: (1) the’ change agent's past experience and per-
sonal characteristics--what the ‘outsider brings to the job; and
(2) agent strate§1es--the approach and methods used.

External'ﬁgent~Characteristics_

In the past, it was assumed that the chances for success of a school’
change effort wou]d be eehanced if the work were carried out by a
team composed of an outsider and an insider. -An effective outsider
was supposed to have~held a position s1m11ar to that of those with
whom he or she would be working. = That is, former principals were
believed to work best w1tH principals and former teachers with
teachers. However, though former teachers, for example, do seem to
gravitate. toward the teachers in client schools, this preference

does not affect the amount of time they spend with other staff. I{)
s also possible for outsiders to identify too closely with their
clients and allow their regard for local.'values to overshadow the
problem they came to solve. This error is most likely.to occur when
the problem calls for a solution that threatens the status quo.
Ultimately, the qutsider must have local credibility if the infor-
mation and advice are -to be used. A googl source for such cred1b111ty
is shared experience. ~This notion should~not be taken to mean, how-
ever, that outsiders who work in classrooms with teachers necessarily
must have c1assr00m teach1ng experience 1n order to be successful.

Most d1str1cts have 2 comp]ex internal structure that plays a s1gn1f1- .
cant role in the circulation and use of new information within schoo]s.
Schools are so loosely organized that it is relatively easy to go one 's”
own way, . whether one wishes to change or.to preserve the  status quo.
This 1oose linkage thad characterizes school organization also makes
large- sca]e and highly focused change d1ff1cggt to coordinate.

0uts1ders are often considered to be critical to the success—of inno*
vative efforts in schools. ,Thé,ingjder who seeks to promote change

may know just as much as thesoltsider, but for .others jinside the-
school, the outsider's.informatton may be viewed as "expertise,"
"common sense" or "int&ition."

Outsiders appear to be more effective at some stages, of the c% nge
process than at others. They seem to be mos{ successful at the out-
set, when the p]anning, motivating, and initial introduction of changes
in c]assroom practice occur, Outsiders are also well ssuited to pro-
vide-the follow-up help that is needed when problems are encountered
, during -implelentatian of the fnnovation. There.are, two reasons:

- (1)\the outsider has . ess of a personal stake in the local situation;

and (2) the putsidef's.view of the local situation is usually more,
objetctive, c1ear and unc]uttered even if at times incomplete.

—=
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Nevertheless, it js also true that the most effective outsider is some-
one who has an insider in his or her corner--if only to provide entree
and insights into the people and politics of the local schoq] district.

X;Lrnaﬂ Agent Strategies . . N

Three factors 1nf1uence the effect1veness of an external agent's choice
of strategles the distance in frame of reference between client and

agent,' the complexity of the 1nformat1on and advice to be conveyed, and
the number of people to be reached. ~ The strategies that may be dev1sed
by externa% agents vary along four d1mens1ons

* 1n1t1at1ve—=the amount of effort needed to reach the 1ntended

c|1ents, ‘ . : '

o intensity--the degree to. which the relationship between outsider

and c11ent resembles a relat10n§h1p between peers;

[

. exgert1se--the technical qua11f1cat1ons that the outsider must have i
in, order to provide accurate 1nformat1on,

o scope--the number of peop]e th can be reached with ex1st1ng
resources.

o -

Initiative is the amount. of energy and &ffort that a helping agent needs
to use in order to reach existing or intended clients. The initiative

.required of any helper is defined by the policies of his/her employing

agency. For example, outsiders.with a reasonable number of potential

" clients can use h1gh -initiative strategies if they -are encouraged by

their organization's policy to visit schools in person. Outsiders, can-
not use such tactics if their potential clients are extreme]y nume rous
or spread over a wide area, or if they work for an agéncy that prefers
to allow potent1a1 clients to come,forward of their own accord.

Outsiders who offer a new service must work hard to stimulate interest
among school staff, Initially, the external agent-should meet indi-
v1dua11y as often as possible with those who have been identified as
appropr1ate users of the information and advice that is offered. Inno-
vations publ1c1zed as research-based are especially hard to promote,
.since research,is held "in Tow esteem by many teachers and principals.
Other kinds of 1nnovat1on, such as teacher-developed programs or
materT“Ts, require less effort, to introduce. In such cases outsiders,
should see clients as often ag\tg;y can, either individually or 4n
groups. Some innovations.are completé packages or tested solutions

to a particular local problem. Others aim to promote enlightenment
among school staff or build capacity to improve schools. In, the
latter case, the agent will have to:make greatere efforts, because

. the benefits are not immediately v1$1bT"\\\g$t when a product or

service has demonstrated its effect1veness er time and many people
-recognize it by name, less initiative w111 be needed to reach the
typical teacher or school. . J o

-
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The initiative that an outsider must take to stimulate people to use
the information and advice provided is also influenced by the charac-
teristics of individual schools. Some schdols will write or phone

an outsider on their own, asking for assistance in solving particular
problems, in keeping up with current issues, and/or in building their
information-gathering and problem-solving capacity. Other- scho¥ls
will not ask an"external agent for help. Reaching schools”of the
latter sort requires the outsider to make a special effort. In situa-

L}

_ tions—where-repeated face-to-face communication is not required to

reach clients, an outsider can delegate some tasks to insiders who are-
committed to innovation. N

-

Intensity describes both the. length of time during which an agent main-
tains a relationship with a client.and theramount of time,that the
agent devotes to it. Outsiders spend more time in schools when the
information they provide is used extensively. In some cases, particu-
Tarly where inservice training for staff is involved, ‘too little timé
spent on support activities is worse than no time at all. Inadequate
or irrelevant staff development programs can result in a negative atti-

., tude among faculty-toward innovatiog, Intense involvement by outsiders,

is not particularly useful in three”situations:
; -
r . . . . .
o in institutionalizing an innovation; M
e in training actixities that use a highly stPoctured, inflexible
agenda; * L .
e in prof6ting innovations that are not c]earlyorelated to content.

The local school context also affects the intepsity of the effor%‘that
an outsider must make. The agent heed not work so hard if a school is
ready for change, whereas intense effort wjll have little effect if a
school is not ready for change. Generally speaking, an outsider will
always have to do more to support change i a large school Oﬁ/gistrict.
. F 3 ~-
A number of descriptions of school improvement efforts suggest thdt
the intensity required of outsiders is related to the stage at which
they step into the chan@e process. If the -outsider brings information
and advice pertinent to a particular problem, more intense involvement
with school staff infHiences whether the information will be used when
it is needed. For this reason, outsiders who assist clients in deci-
sion making should step in near the end*of the problemsolving process.
Howdyer, if the outsider's 6bjective is to build capability, interven-
tion®in the early stage is critical. At that point teachers and admin-
istrators are most open to extensive consideration of innovation, im-
plementation processes, group dynamics, and so forth. When educators
begin to implement a new program, their attention often turns toward
the technical details required 'to introduce it into classrooms and
away from building capabilities. _ ’

<
- Expertise consists of the specific qualifications that justify an out-
sider's involvement with local schools. External agents are often
expected to be experts or specialists. Perhaps becayse of such
expectations, some state and local educational service agencies are
increasing the number of specialists they,employ. - Specialization
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can focus on“either content ex?ertise or process expertise. A con-
teht expert is a specialist-in{a discipline or an information-based .
activity,»uch as reading, vocational education, or science.- A,
process expert has training in skills of group dynam1cs, organiza-
tional behav1or and problem so]v1ng. .

People 1n schoo]s have di fferent needs at different” stages of the
charge process. In the beginning, the emphasis is on interpersoenial
relations within the organization where the change is being.introduced.
But once people have become accustomed to the idea of changing, their
interests shift to what they must do and how to do- it. Thus, a pro-
dess expert_ is usually more useful at the outset and a content expert
during 1mflkmentat1on. There is eviderce, however,.that a capab]e
generalist can play both roles. : \

Scope is defined as the number of clients or schools that can'be
served by one agent at a given-time. Many organizations that employ
external agents.make decisions about scope based solely on numbers,

.with little cobsideration of the kind or amount of assistance needed
locally. This narrowness is unfortunate, because the need to work
i with a 1arge number of schools can reduce an external agent's effec-
- tiveness in situations where high initiative in early activities is
) requ1red ~An increase in scope will compel the agent to decrease the
time spent in follow-up activities that are critical to successful
implementation.: As a result, an agent S ab111ty to provide effective
technical assistance during 1mp1ementat1on is great]y reduced if many
clients must be served

J
AN

. , Insiders . ‘\\~:¥

* #The first part-of Section III discussed the way outsiders provide
‘. _technical assistance and expertise in support of innovation, Now it
) is appropriate to look inside the school district to. consider the
importance and role of teachers, principals, district resource staff,
and superintendents. -

. Teachers ) . .

Because of their direct and sustained 1nteract1on with students,
teachers are the focus.. of school improvement efforts.- Even so, most
. individual teachers do not make much use of outside knowledge,
~ 3 whether it has been developed by researchers or by, other teachers.

- First, the heavy teaching load keeps them in classrooms, where
access to putside knowledge—and incentives for using it are limited.
Second, the traditional self-contained classroom isolates them from
other teachers, inhibiting sharing and interaction. As a result,
teachers tend to fall back on their own personal experiénce when
faced with a potential change. Their encounters with outside knowl-
edge are largely unplannéd.

.
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Teachers rely heav11y on textbooks and 1nstruct1ona1 materials, per-
sonal notes and files, and face- to-face discussions with others inside -
their own school. In schools where teacher intergction is sanctioned
and supported by the administration, teachers report other téachers

to be "their most important source of help" in efforts to innovate.

It is widely recognized that individual teachers can make or break

a building-level or district-wide change effort, For this reason,
teachers are often blamed if an innovation fails. However, it is | ¢
only fair to note that in the vast majority of cases, teachers are \
askeqd to accept the benefits of a particular innovation largely on

. faith, often without regard fot5the costs to them in time, energy,

and anxiety.

~ ' g °
Whenian outsider or district-level staff person enlists teachers, as
a group-in a change effort, two cofiditions must be met if the effort
is to be a success: J

o The-suitability of the innovation to their needs, the action and .
effort required, and the validity and accuracy of the information
conveyed must all be very clear. . -

o Intense, individualized, interactive, and continuous technical
. and psychological support must be avaidfable both at classroom and
“district Tlevels. )

¢

Principals
Principals have far more access than teachers to outside knowl-
edge. Principals 1dentifjeq by their staff as effective + . .

o draw extensively on outside sources for information and advice;

(] p]ace a high priority om instruction;

constantly collect and process information about deve]opments
within their school;

-
L 2

o apalyze the requirements of school staff and identify alternative
“courses of action; ’

o are strongly committed to a particd]ar educational vision;
- 4 .

o .satisfy the routine demands of their job in a way that pe?mits% 3
thém to speng most of their time on activities related to reali T
zation of this vision;

-

o take the initiative and provide leadership in their schoo]é?ﬁi]dingv
t

change

but maintenance of order and stability, and though principa)s sometimes

have time for on]y a limited role in educational change,, principal's

active support is clearly essential for the success of an 1nnovp£Jon.
e

U()
-

-
8
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The principal provides the rewaras\aﬁg psychological support” néeded
by teachers engaged in educational change. In addition, the words

and actions of the pringipal indicate to those not d1rect1y involved

in .the innovation whether or not they should take it seriously. If

. the principal only generally endorses an innovation and allows indi-
vidual ‘teachers to decide whether to use it, many teachers w111 choose
not to. For this reason, the principal who wants to promote<an inno-
vatioh ...

¢ ensures that new teachers aad reass1gned teachers receive the
necessary ‘staff development support; X

e visits c]assrooms,

¢ attends preservice and/or inservice tra1n1ng with teachers 1nvo]ved
in 1mp1ementat1on,

o assists teachers with instructional p]ann1ng,

¢ frequently talks about students with facu]ty. -

.
I3

At schools where change efchrs have been successfu] pr1nc1pals have
taken such steps as to .. “

provide direction that encourages faculty participation;

explain to regular faculty how the innovation benefits them;
encourage participation in inservice training sessions; * R
enable staff to visit other schools; . :

obtain needed materials and equipment; . ~
shorten the school day twice a month to use the time for collabo-
rative p]ann1ng S N i .

)
® @ .00 O

Studies show that pr1ncipals display various distinct leadership styles
and that these styles affect educational innevation. Some principals
are managers and others are activists. Mana§ers do, not get personally
involved with teachers who are implementing_an innovation. They either
delegate most responsibility to the faculty or make the major decisions
themselves, leaving teachers on their own to include the innovatisn in
their daily schedule. Activists, however, are concerned with supporting
and helping teachers intheir use of an innovation. They make it clear
that the innovation is important, and they work with individual teachers
on prob]ems that may be encountered as the, teachers attempt edudcational
change. .

Three types of leaders were identified in one investigation. Half the
-principals were "administrative," a third were "facilitative," and the
remainder were "directive."  Administrative principals are passive
observers of the instructional process in their schools. They monitor
what is going on, but they intervene directly in classroom activities
only if a problem is visible. Facilitative principals become highly
involved in teachers' curriculum decjsions, taking a variety of active
steps to organize and work with teachers.- THey establish priorities,
even though, they rely largely on teachers to influence cthem teachers.
Directive principals decide by themselves to adopt an <innovation and
then attempt to convincé teachers to accept it.
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Administrative principals ténd to separate instructional process issues
from overall educational policy issues. They givé teachers a large
degree of autonomy to decide what to teach and how to teach it, but
they make the'decisions -in areas that affect the school as a whole.
They perceive their functions as distinct from those of faculty,- 1den-
t1fy1ng more with dustr1ct management than with'school staff.

Fac111tat1ve principals identify their role as that of providing sup~
port to teachers in the performance of their duties. More concerned

with interpersonal processes than with organizational procedures, they -

perceive themselves as co]]eagues of their teaching staff. These indi-

viduals involve teachers in many aspects of the dec1s1on-mak1ng process.

. Directive principals make all the 1nstruct1ona1 and policy decisions

in their schools. They take great interest in factors that affect

both the classroom (curriculum, teaching techniques, staff development,
staff tra1n1ng) and the school as a whole (budgeting, scheduling):

Such principals allow teachers to contribute to decisions related to
classroom activity, but they retain the final dec1s1ve author1ty in

all areas. " -
In-schools with administrative principals, implementation of an #nno-
vation can be hit-or-miss. Sometimes faculty do not follow uniform s
classroom practices, or their teach1ng is inconsistent with ‘program
goals. Schools with facilitative and directive principals, on the
other hand, are mQQe successful. Directive principals are just as
1ikely to ach1eW§ appropriate implementation-of an innowation as -

-facilitative pripcipals, if they receivg training in the ph110sophy

and design of t

innovation prior to or concurrent with its intro-
duction int ,

lassrooms.

rict Resource Staff /

District resource personnel, such as the General Curriculum Consu]tant
Subject Area Specialist, Title I Director, or Spec1a1 Education Coor=-
dinator, play numerous different roles.. There is alko significant
variation in the organization of district resource staff. In some
districts, specialists are c0ns1dered administrators; in others, they
are not. y

The use that school districts make of such spec1a1 staff also varies
widely. D1strict superintengents and school principals often decline’
the assistance of outsiders on the grounds that digtrict resource staff
can supply all the help needed. Nevertheless, the same superintendents
and pr1nc?pa1 may not use district staff forsthis parpose. This omis-
sion is unfortunate, because district resource staff can significantly
assist in the implementation and institutionalization of educational
changes. Mogt staff development programs, for example, cannot antici-

_pate the additional training that-may be needed if an innovation pro-

duces probl
assistance
implementin

s in the classroom. In such cases, the most timely
omes from district resource staff. When difficulties in
an innovation are encountered, the quantit%:nf assistanceé

L]
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given matters less than its oua1ity. Effective consultants provide
concrete,, pract1ca1 advice to teachers whoﬂjre lTooking for answers
to questions that they face évery day.

District staff assigned to tasks requiring coordination, facilitation
training, and other support must.balancela large and precarious load

of supervisory, administrative, monitoring, and consultative duties.
This burden is especially apparent in smaller districts., Unfortunately,
such overlapping respons1b111t1es can make it difficult for district
support staff to gain credibility as helpers and supporters. In addi=
tion, as currently organized, district resource staff spend a good

deal of their time in one-to-one ‘communication with individual teachers.

" Though teachers rate this kind of support as highly effective, this

type of interaction sets limits on the number of teachers who can
receive help from district staff. \

Central office resource staff have proved most effective where
districts have taken steps to organize and coordinate their efforts
and to involve district support staff in systemwide planning. . In such
situations, district specialists . . .

e keep abreast of developments in.research and theory and share these
developments with school staff;

e meet frequently with small groups of teachers and department heads
to exchange information and ideas;

) encourage grassroots innovation by.doing research and/preparing .,
proposals for teachers and administrators.

I3
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Superintendents

-

The role of the district superintendent is critical for major change.’
Only top administrators can initiate educational 1nnovat1ons that
involve new instructional and support staff pos1t1ons, large outlays
for instructional resources, and significant changes in the use of
physical facilities, teacher t1me, and physical spacé. Though the .
initial interest in a particular innovation often does not originate
with the superintendent, he or she must sppport and promote it actively
if the innovation is to be successfully 1mp1emented.'

However, as was the case at the building level, the superintendent who
merely endorses a change does little to help establish it. Some super-
intendents become involved with innovative programs only to advancef
their own careers. Superintendents with opportunistic reasons, fop’
backing educational change neglect the folldw-up activities requred

if the change is to become. a regular practice in classrooms. Supern
intendents who do take an active and effective part in changing
district climates and programs have done such symbolic things as . . .
lo visiting every school_Jn the d1stFﬁctadur1ng their first year;

® speaking of teachers as "faculty);

e seeking teachers' 1deas on- changes needed.

' - TR
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More practically, however, these superintendents frequently demon-
strate their own openness to change,)and they create psychological
and-material incentives for teachefs te initiate and participate in
change. .
Implementation increases as the number of areas in which the super-
.intendent has final authority increases. This finding suggests

that some amount of centralization is necessary to introduce change
into allsschools in a district. Although effective management of
districtwide change. requires an understand1ng of organizational
dynamics and of the change process, many super1ntendents do not have-
these skills.

-

v

Team Approaches - T .

° & ] N
The team approach, which involves a number of outsiders working with
insiders, serves four purposes:

e it increases the resources available to schools;

-

e it 1ncreases the resources ava11ab1e to external agents, thereby
reducing overload;

e it brings peop]e together who work at different sites;

e it enables service agencies to supply the different kings of
expertise that schools need at different stages of the change
process. ’

Perhaps no more than three outsiders should be involved in a single
effont, however. Otherwise, teacher and school staff may have diffi-
‘tulty determiining to whom they should take a particular prob]em. In
addition, insiders are very aware of the costs of innovation im both
money and time. Each person involved_in the change effort adds to the

' the total expense and is likely to take teachers' time away from other

activities. Nevertheless, the outsider can play a vital role in
stimulating and supporting change-oriented activity if he or she is
ass1sted by able local staff. ' ) _—

Some clarity in an otherwfsgﬂchaotic picture begins to emerge. There
are social pressures on schools. -There are innovations, laws, and
new policies that attempt to respond to these pressures. There are
ideas, problems, and attempted solutions from the schools themselves.’
Whe'ther innovations come from the outside or “the 1ns1de appears to ‘be
less important than how .the ideas, the peop]e and the dynam1cs bet-
ween them are handled. .

A sense of different ways of 1ook1ng at the school 1mprovement process
and the dilemmas brought “about by the introduction' of change begins to
emerge. An understanding of the roles of' the significant people who
help gujde the innovation process also seems poss1b1e..

Jl
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. Some ‘questions remain: © i . - L RESFINCS

~

. i} e \Under what cond1t1ons are outsiders more effective than ins1ders7 ' )
4 ) ] What comb1nat1ons of people within the d1str1ct and w1th what klnds
' . of skills make school 1mprovement possible?

viay -
B
»

~ ¢ HWhat forms of support are necessary at what levels? ) ) ' r

\\ v h

., “How does a team that lncludegxboth 1ns1ders and outsiders work. '
together? ‘o ] : - -

o Are there identifiable schoo]-w1de norms that interact with rewarded
and sanctioned activities?- ‘ T
e .
The_answers to these questions are hinged on individuals and cond1t1ons
in the local school contexts Change processes are not transferable as

a whoTe from one location to another. It is precisely because of the * . . .
variability of each school situation that contributions of key individ= ] !
uals become so significant during innovation. .
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Once again there is a need to recogpize the comp]ex nature of schoo]s,

the.interactions between outsiders and insiders, the different per-

spectives educators hold, and the bumpy road that teads-tuv school—im=—

provements<.A:-bit more know]ed?e has been collected about the ways-and «
means of approaching--the social and po]1t1ca1 ‘realities of school im- _

provement., A number of, those realities are summarized here
g
o - Different ways of:viewing the change process underscore its complex=.
ity. Educators need to understand the innovations themselves, as.
well as the context and the perspectives of those.who W111 ulti-. '
mately use the new ideas, ' . . ) . ‘

o Innovations are introduced-into schools where the system is already
vulnerable to many social pressures. Problems of coordination are
difficudt because of the Toose connect1ons between c]assrooms and

i schools. e L .4 e
o With no c]ear answers, educators must understand and act upon the
,tens1on between change and’ stab1]1ty. Sensitivity to.the schaol's. .
various constituencies, tlHe changes, and the-particular social “en
system is essential. But ®ach course of act1on w11] be differ eng?
because. situational factors vary.

~

"

¢ People ray, engage in innovative actiyvity for many reasons.  Such’
2 activities are both rewarding and cost]x. Because of the dynamics
¥  of"the change process, these rewards and costs vary-over time.,
. What is reward1ng at-one time becomes costly at another. ‘

“

-~

«40 Many 1nnovat1ons afe modified as teachers adapt new technologies
+ to their classroom realities. : This is so because innovations are
often Underdeveloped and™are subject ta different interpretations

--- and because new ideas are mediated by different teacher styles. *

‘¢

o Ideas and people from outside the sch

*initiators_of school' improvement, providgd that they identify .

e with the realities of schoo]s and are willing to adapt to local

cond1t1ons. .

N Informat1on that relates to teachers' real -classroom' situations

and their support for innovation—is a recessary prerequisite-for
1nstruct1on focused schoo] improvemert. - s
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1'syst m.can be powerful s
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. The- mission of the Far West Laboratory is to contribute to’the improve-
) ment of the quality of learning experiences that support the values and

° v

MISSION

. . . ", *
. ' - g :

functions of a humanistic society.

(

To accomp11sh this mission, the Laboratory d1rects its effbrts in four R

maJor areas. ¥

].

4.,

9

>

Producing neW'knoWTedge through research:
.0, Conduct1ng research projects that can increase knowledge
_about the nature of education.
e Conducting programmatic research programs that meet .
identified requirements for new knowledge about educational
issues.

Conducting programmatic development leading to new high quality
products or processes that will serve the needs of all learners,
including the very yourg, the elderly, women, and minorities. .The
Laboratory will give pr1or1ty to programs concerned with: .

e Processes of quality teaching and learning. : )
o UtiTi%ation of the outcomes of educat1ona1 research and
devetopment.

o Education as it relates to work.: ¥

@ CEducation for a pluralistic society. L

Providing technical assistance in s7pport of qua]it& education for

those who seek or need such service

o Londucting.as$istance programs funded by government or '
« other. agencies that address local or national concerns
o Developing ways and means of responding to requests that
. originate with users of technical assistance services.
e Providing implementation assistance for new. products or -
processes developed by the Laboratory.
Maintaining an impartial,environment where -edicational issues can
be confronted and assessed by: > . ’

>

*Providing a forum for interaction 'among concerned
Cindividuals, and organ12q§10ns.
° Actwvely d1ssem1nat1ng new knowledge concerning alter-
natives and 1ssues in educatign.
1} '

€§$ Commun1cat1ng with a wide array of groups in education.




